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We consider appellants’ claim that the IEB’s decision to overturn the results of an 

election of officers conducted by UAW West Side Local Union 174 in May 2007 was 
arbitrary and unsupported by the evidence in the record. 

 
FACTS 

 
UAW West Side Local Union 174 was originally designated Local Union 157.  

The Local adopted the name West Side Local Union 174 in 2001 after the International 
Executive Board (IEB) revoked the charter of Local Union 174, and transferred its units 
to Local 157 and various other Local Unions.  Local 157 was then asked to change its 
name so that the name of Walter Reuther’s home Local Union would continue.  A 
Resolution concerning the transfer of the units from the old Local Union 174 to Local 
Union 157 was adopted on April 10, 2002.  With respect to the retirees of the old Local 
Union 174, the Resolution states as follows: 

 
“Effective November 6, 2001, any member of one of the listed active units 
shall, upon his/her retirement, become a member of the Retiree Chapter 
of the recipient Local.  Individuals retiring on or before November 6, 2001, 
from a unit of the ‘old’ Local 174, whether an active or closed unit, shall 



PRB CASE NO. 1589  Page 2. 

 
 
 

remain in a separate Retirees Chapter renamed ‘Retiree Chapter of Old 
West Side Local 174,’ and have no nomination, candidacy, or voting rights 
in any recipient Local.”1 

After the original Local 174 was closed, the International Union took over the 
function of the parent Local of the Retirees Chapter of Old West Side Local 174.  On 
February 26, 2003, the Chairperson of the Retiree Chapter of Old West Side Local 174 
wrote to President Gettelfinger asking that the Chapter be associated with a designated 
Local Union.  Chairperson Arthur Walker explained his request as follows: 

 
“We are asking to have original Retiree Chapter autonomy restored with 
the provision that Retiree Chapter funds will be administered by a Local 
Union and disbursed to our unit when requested by our Chapter Financial 
Secretary and Chapter Chairperson.  The clerical needs etc. to be met by 
the unit that you may assign to service us.  Our Chapter has noted that 
similar treatment has been applied to retiree units whose former plants no 
longer exist.”2 

President Gettelfinger referred Chairperson Walker’s letter to Administrative Assistant 
Gary Bryner for investigation and reply.  Bryner responded to Walker in a letter dated 
March 12, 2003.  He stated that the original Local 174 had to be merged with Local 157 
because of economic conditions.  Bryner’s letter suggested that all of the retirees from 
Local Union 174 became part of the Retiree Chapter of the new Local 174 so that the 
Retiree Chapter of the old West Side Local 174 no longer existed.  He wrote: 
 

“The active members of 174, with the merger, were required to be 
members of New Local Union 174.  Likewise, since there is no longer a 
174, the Retiree Chapter was merged with the New Local Union 174 
Retiree Chapter.  With the leadership of the Regional Director, the new 
174 officers and Retired Members Chapter, the job of keeping the Union 
strong will be enhanced by one total membership merger.”3 

Member Ann Carter presented Bryner’s letter to the Executive Board of the New 
West Side Local 174 UAW Retiree Chapter at a meeting on November 25, 2003.  The 
Executive Board members interpreted Bryner’s letter as an approval of the merger of 
the two Retiree Chapters.  The minutes of the Executive Board meeting state as follows: 

 

                                                 

 
1
 Record, p. 5. 

2
 Record, p. 9. 

3
 Record, p. 12. 
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“Old Business:  Ann took up the ongoing effort to merge the two Retiree 
Chapters and told of her conversation with Pres. Bruno Duchaine 
regarding the need for his participation in the effort.  No result.  She then 
talked about the letter to Art Walker dated March 12, 2003, that 
announced the merger was in place, followed by a review of the two 
meetings our officers had with the Executive Board of Old 174 Retiree 
Chapter.  Here too, no result.  Discussion resulted in a motion that our 
Executive Board initiate an all-out effort to get complete and final closure 
to MERGER.  Adopted.  Old Local 174 Retiree Chapter will do the same 
TODAY.”4 

The minutes of the membership meeting of the New West Side Local Retiree Chapter 
that took place on November 25, 2003, indicate that Ann Carter announced to the 
membership that the Retiree Chapter of the Old West Side Local 174 was to be merged 
with the New West Side Local 174 Retiree Chapter.  The minutes report: 
 

“Reports:  Ann Carter announced that the meeting of Old NWS Local 
Retiree Chapter had just voted to merge our Chapters.  A letter will be 
sent to Jimmie Settles Region 1A UAW Director to call a meeting of the 
leadership of both Chapters for that purpose.  There was extended 
discussion on this item with all in attendance reflecting a frustration on the 
lack of any effort to resolve this situation.  Moved to send a similar letter to 
Regional Director.  Adopted.”5 

On February 17, 2004, the two Retiree Chapters of West Side Local 174 entered 
into a Letter of Understanding agreeing to combine the membership of their 
organizations.  The Letter of Understanding contains the following paragraph: 

 
“All members of the combined membership shall be entitled to all rights 
and provisions of the aforementioned Resolution (April 10, 2002) and the 
International Constitution, Article 55.”6 

The Chairpersons of the two Retiree Chapters sent a copy of their Letter of 
Understanding to President Gettelfinger on February 19.  They explained that the old 
Retiree Chapter had been operating as an independent Chapter without a Local Union 
or representation on a Local Union Executive Board or Joint Council.  The letter sent by 
Chairperson Joseph H. Danz and Chairperson Arthur Walker states: 
 

                                                 

 
4
 Record, p. 13. 

5
 Record, p. 14. 

6
 Record, p. 16. 



PRB CASE NO. 1589  Page 4. 

 
 
 

“Enclosed please find a solution to a nagging, divisive problem that has 
existed from the day the International Union combined 65% of the Original 
West Side Local 174 with 100% of the Bargaining Units of Local 157 and 
renamed the combination “New West Side Local 174,” thereby preserving 
the home Local of Walter Reuther by its Resolution changing the Local 
157 name.”7 

Gary Bryner responded to the two Chairpersons on April 8, 2004.  He said that it was 
unfortunate that the situation presented a nagging, divisive problem, but that there is no 
provision of the Constitution that would allow members of the Retiree Chapter of Old 
West Side Local Union 174 to vote in elections conducted by the New West Side Local 
174.  Bryner stated: 
 

“To be clear, the retirees from Local Union 174 have all the rights of 
retiree members except they do not have the right to vote for any new 
Local 174 officers and the Local Union 174 Retiree Board members.”8 

On December 13, 2006, Retired Workers Chapter Vice Chairperson, Brant 
Emard, forwarded a copy of the West Side Local 174 Retiree’s Chapter bylaws to 
President Gettelfinger.  He explained that the bylaws had been amended in October 
2004 to reflect the merger of the Retiree Chapter of the former West Side Local 174 
with the New West Side Local Retiree Chapter.  Emard reported: 

 
“These changes were approved in the October 26, 2004, regular Retiree 
Workers Chapter meeting and the West Side Local 174 UAW Joint 
Council meeting held March 20, 2005.”9  

At a meeting of the West Side Local 174 Joint Council on November 19, 2006, an 
Election Committee was elected to conduct an election of officers in 2007.  There were 
eleven members of the Committee and five alternates.  Their names were posted in an 
official bulletin.10  Subsequently, an additional 15 people were appointed to serve on the 
Election Committee.11  At a meeting of the Joint Council on March 18, 2007, a motion 
was adopted to open nominations for candidates in the Local Union’s upcoming general 
elections.12  At a meeting on April 15, 2007, the Joint Council adopted a motion 
accepting the times and polling sites for the upcoming election recommended by the 

                                                 

 
7
 Record, p. 15. 

8
 Record, p. 17. 

9
 Record, p. 27. 

10
 Record, p. 28. 

11
 Record, p. 43. 

12
 Record, p. 31. 
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Election Committee.13  A list of the polling places and voting times for the plants 
represented by Local 174 assigned each plant to a particular Local Union as a polling 
place and set the voting hours from 6:00 a.m. on an assigned day until 1:00 a.m. on the 
following day.  In addition, the following arrangement was noted at the bottom of the list: 

 
“Retirees, members on Union leave, and members in good standing from 
closed plants may vote Monday, May 21, 2007, thru Friday, May 25, 2007, 
6 a.m. thru 1 a.m.  Polls will close Friday, May 25, 2007, at 1 a.m.”14 

On April 18, 2007, Local 174 member John Zimmick appealed the Joint Council’s 
decision to accept the times and polling sites recommended by the Election Committee.  
John Zimmick was running for President in the upcoming election against the incumbent 
President, Doug Grima.  Zimmick stated that the arrangements favored the incumbent 
officers and he felt that the Election Committee had been influenced or intimidated by 
those officers when scheduling the election.  Zimmick explained his objection to the 
arrangement as follows: 

 
“Every facility has a one day designated polling site.  If a member is 
unable to make it on his/her voting day they lose their right to vote in this 
election.  However, retirees, UAW International Representatives, and the 
officers of the Local can vote any time at the Local.  Thus creating an 
advantage to these select groups.”15 

Zimmick observed that the hours of voting scheduled at the Local Union hall conflicted 
with the Local Union’s bylaws which provide that the hours of voting at the hall will be 
from 9:00 a.m. until 8:00 p.m., except for the last day of the election when the polls are 
supposed to close at 6:00 p.m.  Zimmick argued that it was improper to keep the polls 
open at the Local Union hall on May 25, because none of the plants were scheduled to 
vote on that day.  He wrote: 
 

“I also feel the date of Friday, May 25, 2007, was done in error for the 
reason being that there are no facilities scheduled to vote on this particular 
day, leaving the opportunity for box switching and ballot stuffing.”16 

Zimmick asked that the Local Union be put in receivership so that an outside agency 
could oversee the upcoming election of officers.17  

                                                 

 
13

 Record, p. 35. 

14
 Record, p. 42. 

15
 Record, p. 50. 

16
 Record, p. 50. 

17
 Record, p. 51 
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Zimmick submitted his appeal to the Local Recording Secretary, Karen 

Brozowski.  On May 3, 2007, Brozowski advised Zimmick that she had referred his letter 
to the Chairperson of the Local Election Committee.  Zimmick wrote to Election 
Committee Chairperson Lenny Maniaci on May 8, 2007, and asked him to review the 
appeal and respond to his concerns.  In addition, Zimmick asked Maniaci for clarification 
of the voting rights of the retirees of the old West Side Local Union 174.18

  Zimmick’s 
letter was sent by certified mail and shows that it was received by E. Wright on May 11, 
2007.19  Zimmick also questioned the eligibility of Doug Grima to run for President of 
New West Side Local 174.  He asked whether Grima was an active or retired member 
of the Local.  He asked the Election Committee Chairperson to identify Grima’s work 
unit.20  

 
Zimmick’s appeal regarding the polling places and times was presented to the 

Local 174 Joint Council on May 20, 2007.  The minutes of that meeting reflect the 
following discussion: 

 
“Karen Brozowski, Recording Secretary read a letter from John Zimmick 
appealing the Election Committee report to the Joint Council on April 15, 
2007. 

Bill Winters, past President of Local 157, talked about not hearing any 
reports from the members at the Joint Council meetings challenging the 
existing officers.  He added, ‘How silly can you get?  It’s time to grow up!’ 

John Zimmick said there are two charters for the Local retirees; one for 
Local 157, and one for Local 174.  Also, he added that this issue is not 
resolved. 

Joe Hayosh made a motion to deny the appeal made to the Joint Council.  
The motion was supported by Joe Musico.  MOTION CARRIED.”21 

Zimmick appealed the Joint Council’s decision to the IEB on May 25, 2007.22
  

 
Sheila Draper accepted nomination to the position of Financial Secretary of Local 

174 on April 23, 2007.  On April 26, Draper wrote to President Gettelfinger asking for 

                                                 

 
18

 Record, p. 64. 

19
 Record, p. 65. 

20
 Record, p. 66. 

21
 Record, p. 81. 

22
 Record, p. 83. 
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clarification of the status of the retirees of the old Local 174.  Draper pointed out that the 
Resolution adopted in April 2002 regarding the transfer of the old Local 174 units to 
Local 157 indicated that the retirees of those units would not be allowed to vote in 
elections conducted by the New West Side Local 174.  Yet, she said, President Grima 
was insisting that these retirees were eligible to vote in the upcoming election.  She 
wrote: 

 
“Local President Doug Grima stated Tuesday, April 24, 2007, at our 
monthly Local retirees’ meeting that he personally was involved with 
seeing that the ‘old’ 174 retirees’ voting rights were reinstated.  In 
reference to this subject at a prior Joint Council meeting, he said, ‘they 
righted a wrong.’  But he made no mention of where, when, who was 
present, or how this was done.  With all this being said, there is yet to be 
provided a document that proves Doug Grima’s claims to be true.”23 

Draper also pointed out that the Credentials Committee at the 2006 UAW Constitutional 
Convention had reported that Local 174 had allowed ineligible people to vote.  
 

President Gettelfinger responded to Draper on May 17, 2007.  He advised her 
that he had referred her inquiry to the Regional Office for investigation and follow 
through.  In addition, Gettelfinger responded to Draper’s statement that ineligible voters 
were allowed to participate in the Local Union’s delegate election for the 2006 
Constitutional Convention.  Gettelfinger quoted the following paragraph from the report 
of the Credentials Committee referred to by Draper: 

 
“The appellants’ last allegation is that ineligible retirees cast ballots in the 
delegate election.  The Local Union did have retirees from closed Local 
Unions that were folded into the Retiree Chapter and would be ineligible to 
vote for delegates.  However, they also have retirees who would be 
eligible to vote.  The Local’s Election Committee provided information that 
only 39 retirees cast ballots.  Although some of the retirees may have 
been ineligible, this total number of retirees’ votes could not have changed 
the outcome or results of the election regarding who won or lost.”24 

Gettelfinger pointed out that this was the reason why the Credentials Committee denied 
the appeal of that election.  He assured Draper that the Credentials Committee had not 
condoned allowing people to vote in the delegate election who were ineligible.  Region 
1A Assistant Director Greg Drudi responded to Draper’s inquiry on June 1, 2007.  Drudi 
stated that the Regional office was unaware of any action modifying the Resolution 
dated April 10, 2002, regarding the transfer of units from the old West Side Local 174 to 

                                                 

 
23

 Record, p. 56. 

24
 Record, p. 78. 
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Local 157.  Drudi further stated that the determination of voter eligibility was up to the 
Local Election Committee, and that such determinations could be appealed in 
accordance with the procedures described in the UAW Constitution.25 
 

On May 30, 2007, John Zimmick, Joe Cardona, Altanette Williams, George 
Hardy, and Sheila Draper submitted a written protest of the Local 174 officers’ election 
to the Local Recording Secretary by certified mail.  The protesters explained that they 
had attempted to get clarification from the IEB regarding the eligibility of retirees from 
old Local 174 to vote in the election, but that they had not yet received a response.  The 
protesters complained these retirees were allowed to vote in the election and that their 
challengers were not allowed to challenge the retirees’ ballots.  They wrote: 

 
“…We were told as long as the name was on the voting list they could not 
be challenged no matter the reason.  The explanation from the Co-Chair 
John Simpson was that this would ‘slow down’ the election.  This, in itself, 
with or without clarification of the Resolution, is suspect and most likely 
illegal.”26 

The protesters pointed out that retirees on the voting list were not divided by their 
Chapter so it was impossible to determine whether they were from the former Local 157 
or the former Local 174.27 
 

According to the protesters, retirees from Local 157, who were eligible to vote, 
were excluded from the list of voters eligible to vote at the Local Union Hall.  Their 
protest states: 

 
“…We feel that there was an attempt to restrict eligible voters from voting 
because these votes would not be in favor of the incumbents.  All of the 
Local 157 retiree votes were questioned and challenged while the illegal 
174 votes were not allowed to be challenged at all.  This was a planned 
strategy to allow an unfair election. …”28 

Furthermore, the protestors complained that they were never informed how the list of 
eligible voters was compiled.  They wrote: 
 

“We were never informed of the origination of the voting membership list.  
At a meeting with Co-Chair John Simpson which was attended by John 
Zimmick, Sheila Draper, Altanette Williams, Joe Cardona, and Chair 

                                                 

 
25

 Record, pp. 130-131. 

26
 Record, p. 119. 

27
 Record, p. 121. 

28
 Record, p. 120. 
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Lenny Maniaci, Mr. Simpson stated that they were still waiting on a list 
from ‘downtown’ and had not yet received it.  This was asked less than 
one week prior to the election.  We still don’t know what list was used to 
determine eligibility.  Who gave the Election Committee the list they used 
from this election?”29 

The protesters stated that they requested a list of Election Committee members 
and that this request was denied.  The protesters complained that some of the 
appointed members were retirees from old Local 174 and were therefore ineligible for 
service on the Election Committee under the Resolution adopted by the IEB on April 10, 
2002, describing the terms of the transfer of units from the former Local Union 174 to 
New West Side Local 174.  The protesters stated that when they asked Election 
Committee member John Simpson who was on the Election Committee, he responded 
that he did not know.  They asked how this could be possible when the Committee was 
established months prior to the election.30  

 
The protestors complained that they were not allowed to inspect the ballots prior 

to the election and that they were denied basic rights and safeguards to ensure fair 
election practices.  They asserted that the counting of the ballots was controlled by 
Election Committee members Bob Bretz and Gynese Williams, retired members of the 
former Local Union 174, who refused to follow the instructions of Co-Chair John 
Simpson.  They commented: 

 
“…When Mr. Simpson explained to Mr. Bretz that he was appointed by the 
Local President to chair the election, Mr Bretz basically told him off in an 
offensive manner and proceeded to run the election.  The counting 
consisted in three separate areas of the Local.  No section could be 
observed by the other.  One challenger could not monitor the entire 
procedure as an ‘at large challenger’ putting us in a compromised position. 
…”31 

The protesters further charged that mail ballots were not sent out 15 days prior to the 
election and that not every dues paying member was notified of the election.32  They 
complained that ballots were used out of sequence and that inadequate measures were 
employed to ensure an accurate tally of the ballots.  They also complained about the 
campaign tactics of the incumbent officers.  According to the protesters, Joe Hayosh 
called the Lear retirees and told them that if they did not vote for the Grima team they 

                                                 

 
29

 Record, p. 122. 

30
 Record, p. 120. 

31
 Record, p. 121. 

32
 Record, p. 122 
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would lose their benefits.  Altanette Williams stated that some members were told that 
that they had to vote for Grima in order to get their contract bonuses.33 
 

In the conclusion to their protest, the protestors complained that the entire 
election was managed by Bob Bretz and Gyneze Williams, who were not elected 
members of the Election Committee, and who were arguably ineligible to serve on the 
Election Committee.  They stated that the procedures were skewed to give inordinate 
influence to the retired members of the former Local Union 174.  They wrote: 

 
“Active members had only one day to exercise their right to vote at their 
designated polling site.  There was no provision provided in case the 
member was sick, on medical, or on vacation on their particular day to 
cast their vote, thus creating an unfair advantage to a majority of ineligible 
174 retirees who voted all four days.  Our count says that over 300 
ineligible voters voted.  We were not allowed to challenge these votes.  
Due to the management of the voting list, we are not certain that this list 
was altered prior, during, or after the election.  We feel that there is no 
way to validate who voted based on the information provided.”34  

The protestors asked that the election be overturned and that a new election be 
conducted by an independent, unbiased agency.  
 

The Local Election Committee reported the results of the election of officers to 
the Joint Council of West Side Local 174 at a meeting on June 17, 2007.  The following 
results were reported: 

 

“President 

Doug Grima – 738 votes (elected) 
John Zimmick – 565 votes 
 
1st Vice President 

Willie Perkins – 775 votes (elected) 
Altanette ‘Dee’ Williams – 523 votes 
 

                                                 

 
33

 Record, p. 123. 

34
 Record, p. 124. 
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2nd Vice President 

George Hardy – 587 votes 
Joe Hayosh – 696 votes (elected) 
 

3rd Vice President 

Joe Cardona – 520 votes 
Dale Nelson – 765 votes (elected) 
 

Financial Secretary-Treasurer 

Jim Burton – 766 votes (elected) 
Sheila Draper – 523 votes 
 

Recording Secretary 

Tiffany Lake – 756 votes (elected) 
Andrea Gonzales – 527 votes 
 

Trustee 
 
Mike Madgwick – 742 votes (elected) 
Steve Pillsbury – 158 votes 
Laura Cicchetti – 782 votes (elected) 
Tom Lucier – 506 votes 
Al Sanders – 769 votes (elected) 
 

Sergeant-At-Arms 

Calvin Tyson – 774 votes (elected) 
Brad Janes – 499 votes 
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Guide 

Danny L. Souder – 110 votes 
Lonnie Pryor – 479 votes 
Vernon Patrick – 678 votes (elected)”35 
 

The Election Committee’s report indicated that one protest to the election had been 
submitted, but that it was found to be untimely.  The report further indicated that if the 
protest had been timely, it was without merit.36  The Joint Council voted to accept the 
report of the Election Committee.37 
 

John Zimmick and Sheila Draper appealed the Joint Council’s decision to the IEB 
on June 18, 2007.  Zimmick and Draper denied that their protest was untimely.  They 
pointed out that the election was completed on May 25, 2007, and that the Local 
received their protest on June 1, which was within the seven day time period specified 
in Article 38, §11, of the International Constitution.38  Furthermore, Zimmick and Draper 
asked the IEB to address their appeal because all of their attempts to appeal to the 
Local had been disregarded.39 

 
In response to Zimmick’s and Draper’s appeal, Election Committee Chairperson 

Leonard Maniaci stated that the Joint Council considered the seven day period specified 
in Article 38, §11 to have expired at 1:00 a.m. on Friday, June 1, 2007, and that the 
election protest was not received at the Local Hall until the afternoon on June 1.40  If the 
protest was determined to be timely, however, the Local Union argued that it should be 
referred back to the membership of the Local for a ruling on the merits.41 

 
In addition, the Local Union pointed out that the primary basis for the election 

protest was the alleged ineligibility of retirees from the original Local 174 to vote based 
on the Resolution dated April 10, 2002.  The Local Union argued that the protesters 
were ignoring the letter from Administrative Assistant Gary Bryner dated March 12, 

                                                 

 
35

 Record, pp. 138-140. 

36
 Record, p. 140. 

37
 Record, p. 137. 

38
 Article 38, §11, provides, in pertinent part, as follows: 

“Following each election, the Election Committee shall report in writing the canvass of the 
results of the election to the membership’s next membership meeting.  No protest to an 
election shall be considered unless raised within seven (7) days of the closing of the polls 
or at the next membership meeting, whichever is later. …” 

39
 Record, p. 147. 

40
 Record, p. 161 

41
 Record, p. 165. 
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2003, in which the International Union recognized that the Retiree Chapter of old Local 
174 should be merged with the Retiree Chapter of New West Side Local 174.42  The 
Local stated that the Retiree Chapter of New West Side Local 174 approved a set of 
bylaws in October 2004 which affirmed that all retirees of Local 174 were eligible for 
membership in the Chapter. The Local Union’s statement continued: 

 
“In connection with the 2007 election, the International Union supplied the 
Local Union with a list of members; including retiree members.  Those 
retirees, recognized by the International, included the retirees of original 
Local 174, along with the current retirees of new Local 174.  This is a clear 
recognition the International Union understands we do not and will not 
disenfranchise our faithful retired members.”43 

The Local Union charged that appellants’ protest was actually an attempt to 
disenfranchise women and minority members.  The Local stated: 
 

“Central to the attack on the Local Union is the apparent effort to disqualify 
and eliminate the large female and minority population from full benefit of 
Union membership.  This relates to the claim that retirees of the original 
Local 174 should not be allowed to vote for officers of the Local Union. 

Eighty percent (80%) of the retirees under attack are female.  Forty 
percent (40%) of the retirees being attacked are minority.  It is alarming 
that during this time (of critical contract negotiations) the Union can be 
asked to make second class members of the vast majority of retirees of 
this Local.  We need to be adding members; not reducing long-standing 
uncompromising members to second class status.”44   

Finally, the Local Union argued that even if all the retiree votes were disqualified, the 
outcome of the election would not be affected.45 
 

President Gettelfinger assigned Administrative Assistant Dave Curson as a 
hearing officer to conduct an investigative hearing into the appeal and to report his 
findings to the IEB.  Curson conducted a hearing on August 8, 2007.  Subsequently, on 
August 13, 2007, a subcommittee consisting of Administrative Assistants Bahati Jaha, 
Don Sarkesian, and International Representative Al Przydzial went to the Local Union to 
review the relevant election materials.  Curson prepared a report to the IEB based on 
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 Record, p. 166. 
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 Record, pp. 166-167. 
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 Record, p. 167. 
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 Record, p. 168. 
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correspondence in the record, testimony given at the hearing on August 8, and the 
report of the subcommittee. 

 
Curson first addressed John Zimmick’s appeal from the Joint Council’s ruling on 

his objection to the polling times and places established by the Election Committee.  
Curson reported that Zimmick had not shown how the proposed schedule gave an 
advantage to any particular candidate or slate.  He observed that the Election 
Committee erred when it extended the hours for voting on the last day of the election 
beyond those specified in the Local Union bylaws.  Curson held that the Joint Council 
ought to have requested a waiver of the bylaws from the IEB before doing this.  
Nevertheless, he found that the extension of hours by the Joint Council was designed to 
increase the members’ voting opportunities rather than to favor any particular candidate.  
Curson found no evidence that the Election Committee or the Joint Council was 
intimidated into adopting this schedule.  He therefore sustained the Joint Council’s 
denial of Zimmick’s appeal regarding the polling places and schedule.46  

 
Addressing the election appeal of Sheila Draper and John Zimmick, Curson 

concluded that it was timely.  Curson held that the Local Union’s ruling that the seventh 
day following the election ended at 1:00 a.m. was incorrect.  He stated that for purposes 
of an appeal, a “day” means a calendar day, so that the seventh day after the election 
concluded at the close of business on June 1, 2007.  In any event, he pointed out that 
the seven day period stated in the Constitution is intended to give members additional 
time to protest where a membership meeting is conducted within the seven day period.  
Article 38, §11, also permits protests to be filed at the next membership meeting if that 
occurs after the expiration of the seven day period.  Curson held that the election 
protest was timely and should have been read in its entirety at the Joint Council meeting 
on June 17, 2007.47  Curson held that there was no reason to remand Draper’s and 
Zimmick’s appeal to the membership of Local 174, however, because the Election 
Committee had already reported to the Joint Council that the protest was without merit 
and the Joint Council adopted the report of the Election Committee.  He observed that 
the proper level of appeal from a decision of the Joint Council is to the IEB. 48 

 
In considering the merits of Zimmick’s and Draper’s appeal, Curson first 

addressed the issue of the eligibility of the retirees of old Local 174 to vote in elections 
conducted by New West Side Local 174.  Curson observed that the appellants had 
made several attempts to resolve this issue prior to the election.  He pointed to 
Zimmick’s certified letter to Election Committee Chairperson Leonard Maniaci that was 
received by the Union on May 11, 2007, and observed that Zimmick had received no 
response to that inquiry.  At the hearing, Maniaci denied having received the letter.  
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President Grima acknowledged that the return receipt had been signed for by the Local 
Union, but he stated that the receipt could have been attached to an empty envelope.  
Curson found this explanation implausible.  Curson held that the Election Committee 
had failed in its obligation to determine voter eligibility and to respond to questions 
raised by the candidates regarding eligibility.49 

 
Curson found that it was also a violation of the election procedures described in 

the UAW’s Guide for Union Elections for the Election Committee to refuse to allow 
appellants to challenge the votes of retirees of old Local 174.  During the hearing, 
Election Committee Chairperson Maniaci confirmed that the Election Committee had 
been instructed not to allow challenges to names on the voter eligibility list.  President 
Grima testified that the voter eligibility list had been provided by the International Union 
and was therefore presumed to be correct.  Curson observed that Grima’s description of 
the list he received from the International Union was not accurate.  Curson reported that 
the UAW Director of Information Systems, Mike LaCour, had informed him that Local 
174 had not requested any voter eligibility lists.  LaCour stated that the lists requested 
and sent to Local 174 during the past year were VIP listings and mailing lists.50  Curson 
observed that the list used by the Election Committee to determine voter eligibility was a 
mailing list.  Furthermore, the lists did not reveal whether retirees had retired from the 
former Local 174, the former Local 157, or the New West Side Local 174.  Curson held 
that the Election Committee erred when it refused to allow appellants to challenge the 
votes of retirees who may have been from the former Local 174.51 

 
Curson then addressed the question whether the retirees of old Local Union 174 

should have been allowed to vote in the election conducted by New West Side Local 
174.  He noted that the Resolution adopted by the IEB on April 10, 2002, clearly stated 
that retirees of old Local Union 174 would not have any voting rights in the Local to 
which their unit was transferred.  He held that it would have required IEB action to 
rescind that Resolution.52  Curson observed that President Grima had misinterpreted 
Administrative Assistant Bryner’s letter of March 12, 2003.  According to Curson, Bryner 
was responding to an inquiry from the Chairperson of the old West Side Local 174 
Retiree Chapter regarding the autonomy of the Chapter’s funds.  Chairperson Arthur 
Walker specifically stated in his letter to Bryner that he had no intention to seek office in 
the New West Side Local Union 174 or the Local’s Retiree Chapter.  Bryner’s letter was 
intended to advise Walker that the two Retiree Chapters should be merged for 
administrative purposes.53  Curson observed that Bryner made this perfectly clear in his 

                                                 

 
49

 Record, p. 264. 

50
 Record, pp. 220, 265. 

51
 Record, p. 267. 

52
 Record, p. 267. 

53
 Record, p. 268. 



PRB CASE NO. 1589  Page 16. 

 
 
 

response to the Letter of Understanding that was submitted by the two Retiree Chapters 
in February 2004.  In any event, Curson reported that the new bylaws did not grant 
voting rights in New West Side Local 174 to the retirees from the old Local 174 as 
claimed by President Grima.54

   
 
Curson reported that when it became apparent that the voting rights of retirees 

from the former Local 174 might be an issue in the upcoming election at New West Side 
Local 174, he called President Grima a week prior to the election and stated that 
retirees of the old Local did not have the right to vote in the election.  Curson reported 
that Grima expressed his disagreement with this position and that he had cautioned 
Grima that if the Election Committee allowed those retirees to vote, they should be 
given a challenged ballot so that the election would not be contaminated.55 

 
The Election Committee’s failure to issue challenged ballots to the retirees from 

old Local 174 made it impossible for Curson to determine how many of these ineligible 
voters did, in fact, vote.  Curson acknowledged the Local Union’s argument that the 
votes of all the retirees combined would not have changed the results of the election.56

  
Nevertheless, Curson found that there were sufficient improprieties in the conduct of the 
election itself to have affected the outcome. 

 
Curson addressed the protesters’ complaints about the composition of the 

Election Committee itself.  Curson gave the following description of the Election 
Committee and the way Committee members’ duties were distributed: 

 
“The assignment sheet reflects that twelve (12) elected Election 
Committee members and thirteen (13) appointed Election Committee 
members were scheduled to work 92 shifts at seven (7) separate polling 
sites during the five days that the election was run.  Elected Election 
Committee members were scheduled to work forty-seven (47) shifts, 
appointed Election Committee members were scheduled to work forty-five 
(45) shifts.  These are poll assignments only, not assignments connected 
to the tallying of vote process or any other Election Committee duty.  On 
some shifts at some polling sites only appointed Election Committee 
members were scheduled to conduct the election.”57  

Curson held that this arrangement violated the requirement of Article 38, §10(c), of the 
International Constitution that elections be held under the supervision of a 
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democratically elected Election Committee.58  He noted that Election Committees may 
employ helpers to assist in routine administrative tasks, but such helpers should never 
be employed in critical assignments such as directing ballot counts, interfacing with 
candidates or challengers, or any other duty that can be identified as supervising an 
election.  He observed that the arrangements adopted by Local 174 made no distinction 
between elected and appointed Election Committee members.  
 

In fact, Curson reported that his investigation confirmed that two appointed 
Election Committee members, Gyneze Williams and Bob Bretz, who were both retired 
members of the former Local Union 174, took over the supervision of the ballot count 
and refused to comply with decisions of elected members. Curson’s report describes 
the following incident in that occurred during the counting of the ballots: 

 
“Challenger Davis testified that he was advised by Election Committee Co-
Chair Simpson that the tabulating of votes would be conducted in a room 
just off of the bar area of the Local Union Hall.  Three tables would be 
utilized for counting.  When the ballot boxes were brought in they were 
taken to the room previously indicated by Simpson.  Appointed Election 
Committee members Williams and Bretz ordered them to be taken out to 
the auditorium.  The order was complied with.  Simpson ordered them 
back to the designated tabulation room.  The ballots were moved again.  A 
heated argument then took place between Simpson, Williams and Bretz.  
Finally, the ballots were taken back to the auditorium as ordered by 
Williams and Bretz.”59 

Curson observed that the arrangement insisted on by Williams and Bretz made it 
impossible for challengers to view all of the ballot boxes during the tabulation process.  
Curson reported that Election Committee Chairperson Maniaci testified that all 
challenged ballots were given to him and he carried them to Financial Secretary Jim 
Burton’s office where Burton checked the name on his computer.  According to 
Curson’s report, Maniaci testified that he personally handled every challenged ballot 
and that he always had someone with him when he transported them.  The testimony of 
a number of challengers refuted this claim, however.  Curson reported: 
 

“A number of challengers observed the exchange of envelopes between 
Maniaci and Bretz and then saw Bretz leave the room and their sight of 
vision with the envelopes in hand (see statements from Fayette Coleman 
(Exhibit AU), Desiree Williams (Exhibit AV), Russell Fisher (Exhibit AW) 
and Garry Mullins (Exhibit AX)).  Had the Election Committee followed the 
election Guide and explained to the challengers the exact process that 
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would be utilized and the roles of the Election Committee members, this 
process may not have been under such suspicious scrutiny.”60  

Curson reported that Recording Secretary Brozowski testified that she observed 
challenger Linda Tamian reviewing challenged ballots with the Local Union bookkeeper 
and that neither the Financial Secretary nor any member of the Election Committee was 
in the room.61  Upon questioning, Election Committee Chairperson Maniaci admitted 
that this was possible.  Curson made the following observation about the tabulation 
process: 
 

“As stated earlier, it is the duty of the democratically elected Election 
Committee to supervise the election of Local officers.  It is obvious that the 
appointed members of the Election Committee played a much more 
important role in this election than simple helpers.  The evidence and 
testimony presented that portrayed the appointed members as running the 
show is compelling  They were involved in all aspects of the process 
including interpreting rules and ordering elected Election Committee 
members and challengers around. 

The process of handling of the ballots was also loose and careless.  
Carrying ballots from room to room where challengers would lose sight of 
those ballots led to legitimate doubts by those challengers that they were 
being properly handled.  The Financial Secretary’s wife being allowed into 
the office where ballots were being handled is inexcusable.  A 
bookkeeper, a challenger, and a Local Union officer alone with ballots 
being certified without a single member of the Election Committee is also 
inexcusable.  These loose practices contaminate the democratic 
atmosphere of the entire election and weigh heavily into our final 
determination.”62   

Finally, Curson reported that the subcommittee’s review of the election materials 
and records revealed glaring mishandling of the ballots and election records.  According 
to Curson, the subcommittee’s report revealed that the ballot boxes were not locked, but 
simply sealed with tape which could easily be removed and replaced.63  The Election 
Committee failed to account for the number of ballots cast and the number of unused 
ballots.  There was no record of ballots spoiled, voided or challenged.  In reviewing the 
uncounted challenged ballots, the Election Chair could not explain to the subcommittee 
why some were counted and others not counted.  Following the election, election 
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materials were not secured in the three ballot boxes, but were stored in the Election 
Chairperson’s briefcase.64  Curson reported that the subcommittee’s review of the 
election materials demonstrated that the Election Committee’s oversight and handling of 
the election was so poorly executed that it deprived appellants of a fair and democratic 
election.65 

 
Curson overturned the ruling of the Local 174 Joint Council that the appellants’ 

election protest lacked merit.  He ordered West Side Local 174 to conduct a new 
election in accordance with the UAW’s Guide to Local Union Election Committees as 
soon as possible.  He directed that the election should be supervised by the Local 
Union’s elected Election Committee under the oversight of Region 1A.  He advised that 
if additional Election Committee members were requested and authorized, they must be 
democratically elected.  Curson found that the nomination process had not been 
contaminated so that the candidates on the ballot would remain the same as in the 
original election.  Curson directed that the officers elected would remain in office until 
the results of the newly ordered election were certified. 66  

 
The IEB adopted Curson’s report as its decision in a letter dated September 21, 

2007.  On October 3, 2007, the officers of Local Union 174 filed a notice of appeal to the 
Public Review Board (PRB) from the IEB’s decision.67  On October 18, 2007, 
Administrative Assistant Eunice Stokes-Wilson advised President Grima that the order 
of the IEB must be complied with before his appeal could be considered.68  Financial 
Secretary-Treasurer Jim Burton filed a separate statement of reasons in support of the 
appeal on October 25, 2007.69  Stokes-Wilson also advised Burton that there must be 
compliance with the IEB’s decision before his appeal could be considered.70  On 
October 29, 2007, Recording Secretary Tiffany Lake wrote to President Gettelfinger that 
the Joint Council of Local 174 wished to appeal the IEB’s decision to the PRB.71 

 
A new election was conducted on December 10, 11, and 12, 2007.  Certified 

Public Accountants Clarence H. Johnson, P.C. reported the results of the election of 
Local Officers to the Election Committee of West Side Local 174 on December 14, 
2007.72  On December 21, 2007, Grima wrote to President Gettelfinger that the decision 
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of the IEB dated September 21, 2007, had been carried out and he asked that all of his 
appeals be forwarded to the PRB.73  The President’s office forwarded materials 
regarding Grima’s appeal from the decision to rerun the election to the PRB on January 
16, 2008.   

 
ARGUMENT 

 
A. Doug Grima and Joseph Hayosh: 

We are appealing the IEB’s decision dated September 21, 2007, overturning the 
UAW Local 174 election results.  The Local 174 bylaws were changed to allow all 
retirees their right to vote.  The bylaws were approved by the International Union with 
this change included.  This right is now being denied.  It was never challenged on an 
individual basis. 

 
The International Union has clearly misinterpreted the seven day rule stated in 

Article 38, §11, of the International Constitution.  The polls closed at 1:00 a.m. on 
Friday, May 25, 2007.  That was the end of the business day as far as the election was 
concerned, so the written appeal was due prior to 1:00 a.m. on June 1, 2007.  
Furthermore, after Election Committee Chairperson Leonard Maniaci reported the 
results of the election to the membership on June 17, 2007, President Grima asked if 
there were any questions.  No questions or protests were raised at that time.  It was 
then moved and supported by the Joint Council to accept the Election Committee’s 
report.  Draper and Zimmick were in attendance at this meeting and never appealed to 
the Joint Council concerning the Election Committee’s report. 

 
In addition, the IEB relied on unproven election irregularities and unchallenged 

issues to overturn the election.  The appellants had several challengers who testified 
that they were not allowed to challenge any ballot.  This testimony is false.  There is a 
list of 120 challenged ballots.  The Financial Secretary’s wife being in the office with the 
ballots is not a violation of any kind.  Linda Tamian was a challenger for appellants.  
She was reviewing material with the bookkeeper in order to prepare for this appeal.  
The challengers never made the Election Committee aware of any challenge during the 
counting of the ballots. 

 
It has been established that 99 retirees voted in this election.  This would not 

have changed the outcome of the election if all of the retirees’ votes were disqualified. 
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B. International Union, UAW: 

Article 38, §11, provides that a protest must be raised within seven days of the 
election or at the next membership meeting, whichever is later.  The intent of this 
provision is to give an election protester until the next membership meeting during 
which the Election Committee’s report will be presented to the membership to raise the 
protest.  If the meeting is sooner than that, however, this section provides that the 
protesters will have at least seven days to file their protest.  In fact, Tom Davis testified 
that he tried to raise his protest at the Joint Council meeting in June but President 
Grima ruled that he could not be recognized because he was not a delegate.  This in 
itself was error.  Grima later acknowledged that any member has the right to raise 
election protests at the Joint Council meeting.  By refusing to recognize Davis at the 
Joint Council meeting, Grima denied him the right to raise his protest at the next 
membership meeting, so he should not now be able to claim that the appeal was 
untimely because it was not raised at that meeting. 

 
There is substantial evidence to support the conclusion of the IEB that the 

election conducted by Local 174 was sufficiently undemocratic to require it to be rerun.  
Retirees from the former Local 174 were allowed to vote in the election although they 
were clearly ineligible.  The IEB Resolution merging part of Old West Side Local 174 
with Local 157 to create New West Side Local 174 clearly stated that the retirees from 
the old Local would have no voting rights in the new one.  This provision of the 
Resolution has not been rescinded by the IEB.  The merger of the two Retiree Chapters 
of Local 174 was ratified by the IEB, but the IEB did not rescind its former Resolution 
denying members of the old Retiree Chapter voting rights in New West Side Local 
Union 174.  At least, the retirees of the old Local should have been given challenged 
ballots until the issue could be resolved.  Instead, the Election Committee refused to 
allow any of their ballots to be challenged.  An IEB subcommittee appointed to review 
the election determined that 99 retirees voted, but they were not able to determine 
which of those retirees were from the old Local Union.  

 
The Election Committee abused its authority to appoint unelected assistants.  

These appointed members took over supervision of the election and overruled decisions 
of the elected Election Committee members, thus undermining the democratic nature of 
the election.  In addition, the record shows that the ballots were handled in a loose and 
careless manner being shuffled from room to room where the challengers could not 
keep track of them.  The IEB subcommittee also found that the election materials were 
not secured sufficiently after the voting took place.  The weight of all this evidence led to 
the IEB’s decision to rerun the Local 174 election.  The integrity of the election process 
was compromised to the extent that the members were deprived of a fair and 
democratic election.  The IEB had little choice but to order a new election. 
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C. Rebuttal by Doug Grima and Joseph Hayosh: 

The International Union has not given a complete history of the Resolution 
adopted on April 10, 2002, taking away the rights of retirees of old West Side Local 174.  
The majority of plants from Local 174 were merged with Local Union 157 and Local 157 
was dissolved.  This situation existed until the hearing before the Public Review Board 
in the appeal of  Baker and Emard v. International Executive Board, 11 PRB 439 (2002), 
which took place on April 6, 2002.  After that hearing, the officers of Local 174 became 
fearful that the PRB would order a new election.  The former Local 174 had a large 
retired membership.  There were more than 5,000 retired members compared to less 
than 100 for the former Local 157.  Four days after the PRB hearing, the IEB passed the 
Resolution taking away the voting rights of the retirees of old Local Union 174.  This 
was done solely to keep the Local 157 officers in power.  The measure was completely 
without precedent.  There have been many Locals combined with Local 157, including 
Local 483, Local 408, and Local 985.  In each case, the retirees were and are allowed 
voting rights.  The vast majority of the 5,000 Local 174 retirees were women and 
minorities.  The remaining retirees eligible to vote are more than 95% male and white.  
The IEB went to great lengths to protest any mention of disenfranchising women and 
minorities.  They talked about a proud history and maybe it was an unintended 
consequence.  But the reality is that the members who had their voting rights taken 
away by virtue of this unprecedented, unexplained Resolution were primarily women 
and minorities. 

 
When Doug Grima was elected President of West Side Local 174, he 

immediately questioned why there were two classes of retirees.  Region 1A Director 
Jimmy Settles was invited to attend a Retiree Chapter meeting to address this issue.  At 
the podium in front of over 200 members, Director Settles stated that he could not 
defend the action because it was not right.  He said he would not insult the retirees by 
trying to defend the Resolution and he would do everything he could to help resolve the 
issue.  Settles advised Grima to contact Dave Curson of the President’s office to find a 
solution.  Curson suggested merging the two Local Retiree Chapters.  The Chapters 
were told to combine their bylaws and the Local Union was told to make appropriate 
bylaw changes.  These changes were approved by the IEB with full knowledge that it 
was done to correct this injustice and return full voting rights to all Local 174 retirees. 

 
The President’s office was fully aware of all these issues related to the retirees 

voting in the Local 174 election.  They deliberately failed to respond in a timely manner 
to the many questions raised by both the incumbent candidates and the opposition 
candidates.  The Election Committee Chairperson made numerous requests for 
clarification of retiree voting rights and he was repeatedly told that this was a decision 
for the Local Union membership.  Candidate Sheila Draper also asked for a ruling on 
this issue and her request went unanswered until after the election. 

 
The opposition candidates were informed several times prior to the election by 

the Local Election Committee that all retirees would be allowed to vote.  The IEB makes 
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the unsubstantiated allegation that the majority of the candidates’ inquiries about the 
election and the balloting process went unanswered.  The Election Committee left no 
inquiries unanswered.  All of the questions were answered during a candidates’ meeting 
conducted by the Election Committee on May 4, 2007.  The IEB places great weight on 
the Election Committee’s failure to respond to Zimmick’s letter of May 8, 2007, 
concerning the right of retirees to vote.  This letter was sent immediately after the May 
4, 2007, candidates’ meeting.  John Zimmick discussed this point extensively at the 
meeting and he was told dozens of times that all retirees would be allowed to vote.  
There was nothing to be gained by not telling him this one more time in response to his 
letter.  Hearing officer Curson speculated on why the certified mail was not delivered.  
We believe that Recording Secretary Brozowski, who supported the opposition, 
deliberately failed to deliver it or else gave it to the fictitious Election Committee Co-
Chairperson, as she did with many other communications. 

 
The IEB states that the opposition candidates won most of the seats in the rerun 

election.  The IEB failed to mention that they removed Doug Grima from office after 
putting the Local under an administratorship on trumped up charges.  This obviously 
contaminated the entire rerun process.  Doug Grima was removed from office prior to 
the election.  He was placed in another Local Union and another Region and not 
allowed an opportunity to campaign.  The IEB had ruled that the ballot in the rerun 
election should remain the same.  Region 1A Director Rory Gamble stated at a Joint 
Council meeting immediately prior to the rerun election that a vote for Grima was futile, 
because he would not be allowed to serve if elected.  Gamble stated that Grima was no 
longer a member of Local 174.  Gamble removed Grima from office and immediately 
contacted General Motors to revoke his Union leave of absence.  This made it 
impossible for him to campaign and was completely and utterly undemocratic. 

 
The IEB conceded that the votes of all the retirees could not have affected the 

outcome of the original election.  Their decision justifies overturning the results of that 
election by asserting that there were undemocratic practices.  In fact, there was no 
evidence to support their findings that undemocratic practices occurred.  Even the 
written decision states, “Although there is no direct, compelling evidence in the record 
that demonstrates the Election Chair or the Election Committee favored any single 
candidate or group of candidates or that they conducted a fraudulent election, …” 

 
The IEB attempts to portray the use of appointed Election Committee helpers as 

some sinister plot.  The description of the Election Committee assignments in the IEB’s 
decision is a fabrication.  Some Election Committee members worked long hours, and 
others only a few.  Some members refused to work nights.  Some were replaced due to 
emergencies.  Furthermore, no election of this duration could have been broken down 
into neat orderly shifts such as those described by the IEB.  There was nothing unusual 
about the ratio of appointed to elected members on the Election Committee.  
Amalgamated Locals have a history of using many more appointed than elected 
members due to the large numbers of polling sites.  Local 174 has 90 polling sites so 
that it is necessary to use the services of a large number of volunteers to conduct the 
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election.  In 2004, there were more than 400 shifts involved in the election.  Yet, there 
was still only the same number of elected Election Committee members.  In all elections 
where there are great numbers of polling sites, the number of elected committee 
members is far outnumbered by appointed members.  Eleven elected members cannot 
possibly be in this many locations.  The IEB has labeled this practice excessive.  We 
challenge the IEB to show one example of an amalgamated Local with many sites using 
a lower ratio of appointed to elected Election Committee members. 

 
The IEB accepted as true any allegation made by the protesters with respect to 

the way the Election Committee conducted this election.  Gyneze Williams never 
attempted to limit the number of challengers as claimed in the protest.  The protesters 
continually refer to John Simpson as Co-Chair of the Election Committee.  John 
Simpson was the former Chairperson who was defeated by Maniaci.  Simpson was 
Chairperson under the previous administration and was regarded as sympathetic by 
John Zimmick.  The opposition began to refer to John Simpson and to seek dissenting 
opinions from him in opposition to those of the Election Committee Chairperson.  John 
Simpson was not the Co-Chairperson.  There is no such position recognized in the 
Local Union bylaws.  This position was completely made up by the opposition 
candidates. 

 
The plan for tabulating the ballots was explained to all of the candidates.  The 

only disagreement was over which room to use.  It became obvious to nearly everyone 
that the bar area suggested by Tom Davis was too small.  The only change in the entire 
process was the move to a bigger room and everyone was informed.  No one other than 
challenger Tom Davis objected to this arrangement.  Davis argued that he could not 
personally observe all of the tables at all times.  Neither Bretz nor Williams ever 
attempted to overrule anyone and there was no argument among Election Committee 
members, heated or otherwise.  No one bothered to check with Williams and Bretz to 
corroborate the protesters’ claims regarding their activities.  Bretz’s only assignment 
was to unfold and stack ballots.  He was not involved in transporting any challenged 
ballots.  The majority of challenged ballots were resolved prior to the beginning of the 
counting of the ballots.  There were not numerous transfers of ballots from room to room 
as suggested by the IEB.  

 
The IEB claimed that there was a mishandling of election records.  Once again, 

there is no evidence to support this allegation.  The ballots, tally sheets, membership 
lists, and all related election materials were deposited in the ballot boxes.  These boxes 
were sealed and taped by Chairperson Maniaci who also taped and initialed the boxes.  
An opportunity to tape and or initial the boxes was extended to all challengers and there 
were no takers.  The challengers never expressed a doubt about the accuracy of the 
count or the security of the election materials.   

 
In connection with the question of timeliness, the IEB relies on the claim of Tom 

Davis that he raised the protest during a meeting of the Joint Council.  This is absolutely 
untrue.  Davis was very argumentative and spoke out of order during this meeting on 
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subjects completely unrelated to the election.  President Grima asked him to refrain 
from interrupting and to speak in an orderly manner.  The appellants were also in 
attendance at this meeting.  It is absurd to suggest that Grima’s request to Davis would 
have prevented Draper and Zimmick from raising their protest at this meeting, yet they 
remained silent while the Election Committee’s report was presented.  They rested their 
entire case on the fact that they had a return receipt for certified mail dated May 30, 
2007.  

 
The IEB relied heavily on the testimony of Tom Davis on practically every point 

raised in the election protest, even when his statements were contradicted by several 
witnesses.  In each case, Davis’ testimony was accepted as true.  Davis was not an 
impartial witness however.  He was very bitter against Doug Grima about the resolution 
of a sexual harassment charge filed against him by an employee of Local 174.  Grima 
confronted Davis about the charge and he admitted to the incident that led to the 
complaint.  Ultimately the incident was resolved when Grima and Davis made an 
agreement limiting his visits to the office and eliminating contact between him and 
female employees.74 

 
The IEB claims that challengers were not permitted to challenge the retirees’ 

votes.  This is absolutely false.  Neither Davis nor any other challenger ever attempted 
to challenge any individual retiree’s vote.  The request by the challengers was to have 
all the retirees vote challenged ballots.  They wished to challenge the right of all retirees 
to vote.  None of the challengers wrote down the name of any retiree that they believed 
should not have voted.  It should also be noted that the rerun election used the identical 
list of retirees that was issued by the International Union.  That list makes no distinction 
as to who is eligible to vote and who is not. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
In their appeal to this Board, appellants continue to argue that the election 

protest was untimely.  This argument has no merit.   Article 38, §11, of the Constitution 
states unequivocally that a protest may be presented in writing to the Local Union 
Recording Secretary prior to the next membership meeting.  The election protest in this 
case was sent to the Local Recording Secretary by certified mail and received on June 
1, 2007.  The Election Committee’s failure to present the election protest to the Local 
Joint Council at the meeting on June 17, 2007, was clearly wrong and unsupported by 
Article 38, §11.  It was not necessary for John Zimmick and Sheila Draper to raise the 
protest again at the Joint Council meeting on June 17; it was the Election Committee’s 
responsibility to present it.  The responsibility of an Election Committee with regard to 
election protests is clearly described in the UAW’s Guide for Local Election Committees 
as follows: 
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“…The Election Committee may consider the challenge and shall make a 
recommendation to the next membership meeting where it must report the 
results of the election, but the Election Committee cannot itself take action 
on the challenge.  The membership shall consider the challenge and the 
recommendations of the Election Committee and if convinced that the 
election was fraudulently or improperly conducted to such a degree as to 
invalidate it, may, by a majority vote, order a new election.”75 

The Local 174 Election Committee’s dismissal of the detailed, written protest of John 
Zimmick, Joe Cardona, Altanette Williams, George Hardy, and Sheila Draper as 
untimely and without merit violated its obligations with respect to election protests 
described in the Guide. 
 

Furthermore, the Election Committee’s perfunctory treatment of this protest is 
particularly troubling in light of the fact that the protest raised a substantial issue that 
had been the subject of intense debate among the members of New West Side Local 
Union 174 throughout the election preparations.  The question whether retirees of the 
former Local Union 174 ought to have been permitted to vote in the officers’ election in 
May 2007 was an unresolved issue at the time the election took place.  The 
membership of West Side Local 174, acting through its Joint Council, had an obligation 
to address this issue when considering whether to adopt the report of the Election 
Committee.  The Election Committee’s report allowed the Joint Council to avoid its 
responsibility to confront this issue directly. 

 
In his appeal to this Board, appellant Grima argues that the retirees of former 

Local 174 were eligible to vote in the May 2007 election, but the documents in the 
record do not support this claim.  The bylaws of the West Side Local 174 Retiree’s 
Chapter dated October 2004 do not really address the issue.  The only document 
appellants have to support their claim is the letter from Gary Bryner to Arthur Walker 
dated March 12, 2003, in which Bryner stated that the Retiree Chapter of the old Local 
174 had been merged with the Retiree Chapter of New West Side Local 174; however, 
that letter does not address the rights of those members to vote for officers of New West 
Side Local 174.  To the extent that Bryner’s letter might be interpreted as supporting 
that right, he unambiguously contradicted that interpretation in his response to Joseph 
Danz and Arthur Walker on April 8, 2004.  In any event, none of this correspondence 
could nullify a Resolution adopted by the IEB, and the IEB’s resolution of April 10, 2002, 
clearly states that the retirees of old Local 174 would not be eligible to vote in elections 
conducted by New West Side Local 174.  

 

                                                 

 
75
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Grima argues that the IEB’s Resolution created an injustice and wrongfully 
disenfranchised the retirees of the old Local Union.  Whether or not that is true, the 
issue is not before us.  The proper way for Grima to have raised this issue would have 
been for him to petition the IEB to alter the Resolution dated April 10, 2002.  If the IEB 
refused, that decision would have been subject to appeal under the provisions set forth 
in Article 33 of the International Constitution.  Grima was not free simply to declare the 
retirees from the former Local Union eligible to participate in the officers’ election of New 
West Side Local 174. 

 
The parties who eventually protested the May 2007 election had questioned the 

eligibility of the retirees from the old Local to vote in the officers’ election.  Under the 
circumstances, the Election Committee was required to determine which members were 
from the old Local Union and to issue challenged ballots to those members before 
allowing them to vote.  Administrative Assistant Dave Curson advised President Grima 
that the Local should follow this procedure.  We find it puzzling that Grima, an 
incumbent officer and candidate for reelection, took the risk that the result of the 
election would be tainted by these ineligible voters.  

 
Appellants may have believed that they could allow these members to vote as a 

kind of symbolic gesture and then claim that their votes would not have altered the 
outcome of the election and so should not provide a basis for overturning the election.  
It appears that the ineligible retirees were permitted to vote in the Local Union’s 
delegate election, but the Credentials Committee accepted the results of that election 
because they found that the number of votes cast by all retirees combined would not 
have been enough to alter the outcome of the election.  Appellants make a similar claim 
here.  They point out that the 99 votes cast by all of the retirees combined could not 
have altered the outcome of two races in which they were candidates.  Grima defeated 
John Zimmick in the Presidential race by a margin of 173 votes and Joe Hayosh 
defeated George Hardy by a margin of 109 votes, so that even if all 99 of the retirees 
voted for Grima and Hayosh and their votes were disqualified, appellants still would 
have won their races.  

 
The ineligible retirees did more than merely vote, however.  There is no dispute 

that retirees from the former Local 174 were appointed to the Election Committee and 
actively took part in the conduct of the election.  The effect of this kind of participation 
on the outcome of the election cannot be measured mathematically.  Appellants point 
out that large amalgamated Local Unions must always rely on volunteers and appointed 
Election Committee members to conduct elections, but that is not the issue.  The 
elected Election Committee does not need to physically oversee every polling place.  
Indeed, many large Local Unions hire Certified Public Accounting firms to conduct their 
elections.  The Election Committee elected by the membership must, however, make all 
of the executive decisions regarding how the election is to be conducted.  In this case, it 
is clear that ineligible, appointed Election Committee members were actively 
participating in making decisions about arrangements for tabulating the ballots.  
Appellants argue that there was no heated argument between appointed members Bob 
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Bretz and Gynese Williams and elected Election Committee member John Simpson 
over which room to use to tabulate the ballots, but the fact remains that Bretz and 
Williams prevailed and their recommendation was followed.  These two appointed 
members should not have been involved in making executive decisions regarding the 
conduct of the election at all.  Their involvement was a direct violation of Article 38, 
§10(c).  

 
Finally, the subcommittee appointed by Administrative Assistant Curson to 

inspect the election materials found that the Election Committee did not follow the very 
specific and detailed rules set forth in the UAW Guide to Local Election Committees in 
connection with the tabulation of the ballots and the maintenance of election materials 
after the votes were cast.  The subcommittee reported that the Election Committee did 
not account for all of the ballots and maintain a record of ballots, spoiled, voided or 
challenged as specifically required by the Guide.  In addition, the ballots were not 
secured properly and election materials were not handled consistently.  These 
deficiencies, when coupled with the Local Union officers’ dismissive treatment of the 
concerns raised by the protesters prior to the election, the active participation by 
ineligible retirees in the conduct of the election, as well as the fact that they were 
allowed to vote unchallenged ballots, amply justified the IEB’s decision to overturn the 
results of the election of officers conducted by New West Side Local 174 in May 2007. 

 
The propriety of that decision is the sole issue before us now.  None of the points 

raised in appellants’ appeal to this Board provide grounds for overturning the IEB’s 
decision.  We have no record concerning events that occurred after the order to rerun 
the election.  Any issues regarding the administratorship that was placed over West 
Side Local Union 174, the removal of appellant Grima from office, and the subsequent 
election would have to be addressed in the context of separate appeals, should they 
arise. 

 
The decision of the IEB is affirmed. 
 


